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compensation than smaller employers, giving the selective coverage approach the added benefit of 

extending a presumption of coverage to only those employees whose employers can most readily afford 

to pay workers’ compensation to begin with. This would decrease the risk that workers’ compensation 

becomes yet another unmanageable cost for smaller employers during the next global pandemic.  

B. Remedying market uncertainty  

[This subsection, which suggests that states should be clear about the outer bounds of their workers’ 

compensation coverage to avoid uncertainty no matter what scheme they ultimately adopt, has been 

omitted for brevity.] 

V. CONCLUSION 

This Comment aims to make two contributions to the field of workers’ compensation law: First, it 

creates four novel categories of state workers’ compensation policy in the wake of the COVID-19 

pandemic and places these policies along a spectrum, from most likely to cover a meaningful number of 

workers to least likely. Second, this Comment argues that, in light of the historical background of 

workers’ compensation law and principles of economically efficient burden allocation, states should 

adopt a selective coverage approach in preparing for the next pandemic. This approach would protect 

workers most at risk by extending a presumption of coverage to those employed in enumerated essential 

positions while minimizing the financial impact of workers’ compensation for many smaller businesses 

with a lower ability to pay.  
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Isaac Morales: 
Cover Letter 

9014 Brow Lake Rd. ● Soddy-Daisy, TN ● (575) 640-4544 ● isaac.morales@alumni.american.edu 

 

April 13, 2022 
 

 

Good afternoon, Judge Hanes –   
 

My name is Isaac Morales. I am interested in the 2022-2023 law clerk position in your chambers. I was most 

recently a Staff Attorney at the Ninth Circuit Court of  Appeals for a year and a half and a law clerk for U.S. 
Magistrate Judge Giblin for two years prior to that. From those positions, I gained the substantive experience 

and practical knowledge necessary to be an asset to your chambers. I chose to apply for this clerkship because I 

am interested in returning to the DMV area and ultimately working at the Department of Justice and your 
chambers would be a significant step towards that goal.  

 
In my time as a Staff Attorney, I gained experience that I could apply to your chambers. I worked in the 

Immigration Unit, and I wrote dozens of analysis packets and memorandum dispositions that I presented to 

three-judge panels. And, as a law clerk for Judge Giblin, I wrote dispositive orders on substantive issues ranging 
from straightforward tort claims to much more complicated patent issues.  I also wrote numerous procedural 

orders handling every aspect of a case from its filing to its disposition. Thus, I have the experience to handle the 

substantive and procedural matters that are submitted to your chambers and understand how they are reviewed 
on appeal, and I know how to operate in a magistrate judge’s chambers. 

 
Additionally, in law school I was on the Law Review, a competing member and spring recruitment director for 

the Moot Court team, and a legal writing teaching assistant. From those positions, I was exposed to hundreds of 

pieces of writing, both good and bad, and that helped me improve my own ability to write clearly and directly. 
Moreover, I held those positions concurrently in law school, so I learned how to organize varied projects and 

manage my time effectively as well.   

 
From those experiences, I would be able to take on any assignment in your chambers and handle it effectively 

and efficiently. Also, I am an enthusiastic and hardworking person, so I would be able to integrate into your 

chambers’ staff easily. And, my personal connection to the area would make working for you even more 
rewarding. I look forward to hearing from you about the opportunity to contribute your chambers as a law clerk.  

  
Sincerely, 

 

Isaac Morales 
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Education:  

American University Washington College of Law                                                      Washington, DC 
J.D. Candidate; GPA: 3.52                                                                                                  May 2018 
Law Review: American University Law Review (Grade-On Member) 
Moot Court:  Moot Court Honor Society (Qualifying Tournament Co-Director and Competitor) 
Activities:  Human Rights Brief (Editor of Inter-American Commission on Human Rights coverage) 

                                  
New Mexico State University                                                                                  Las Cruces, NM 
B.A. in Government and Philosophy (double-major) 
Minor in Law & Society; GPA: 3.51                                                                                   May 2015                                                    
Honors:             Dean’s Honors List; Student Government Leadership Scholarship 
Activities: NMSU Model United Nations Team (Ranked top 15% nationally 2013-2015) 
 

Experience:  
Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit 

Office of Staff Attorneys: Immigration Unit                                      San Francisco, CA 

Staff Attorney                 October 2020 – February 2022 
Wrote work-up packets and memorandum dispositions analyzing petitions for review from 
agency decisions denying relief from removal or various motions. Presented cases every month 
to three-judge panels. Handled any post-panel motions for panel rehearing or rehearing en banc, 
which were also presented to three-judge panels. Responded to ICE Inquiries on a noncitizen had 
a stay of removal in place.  
 

U.S District Court for the Eastern District of Texas 

The Honorable Keith Giblin, Magistrate Judge                            Beaumont, TX 
Term Law Clerk                                                                        September 2018 – September 2020 
Handled dispositive pre-trial matters on cases referred from district judge by writing Reports & 
Recommendations and communicated with district judge chambers to incorporate edits. Independently 
handled dispositive matters on referred cases and all matters on cases consented to Judge Giblin.  
 
District of Columbia Court of Appeals 

The Honorable Anna Blackburne-Rigsby, Chief Judge                                                  Washington, DC                                                            
Judicial Intern                                                                                                        January 2018 – May 2018  
Drafted an order of ineffective assistance of counsel in an inter-gang gun battle. Attended Chief Judge’s 
pre-argument moots where Special Counsel and clerks presented bench memoranda and discussed the 
pending case. Additionally, will draft orders on other criminal cases and civil cases, including 
administrative law, class actions, and property disputes.  
   
American University Washington College of Law                                                        Washington, DC  
Dean’s Fellow, Legal Research & Writing                                                  August 2016 – May 2018 
Conducted classroom presentations on legal writing and citation, including appellate brief-writing and oral 
advocacy. Edited spring semester appellate brief and mooted oral arguments, in addition to editing office 
memoranda, motions to dismiss, and trial court briefs. 
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Dean’s Fellow, Professor Susan Carle: Constitutional Law                        May 2016 – March 2017 
Conducted substantive research and drafted memoranda on 42 U.S.C § 1983 in civil rights litigation, 
constitutional law standing, professional ethics rules, constitutional amendment legislative history, and 
constitutional law doctrine.  
 
United States Department of Justice, Civil Division                                                        Washington, DC 
Volunteer Legal Intern, Office of Immigration Litigation: Appellate Section       May 2017 – August 2017 
Drafted motions for summary dismissal, and appellate brief for appeals in the Second, Ninth, and Eleventh 
Circuits. Wrote office-wide memoranda summarizing decisions from the federal courts of appeal adverse 
to the United States.  
 
Volunteer Legal Intern, Torts Branch: Admiralty & Aviation Section                    March 2017 – May 2017 
Conducted research and wrote memoranda on the Discretionary Function Exception to the Federal Tort 
Claims Act’s general waiver of sovereign immunity. Drafted motions to dismiss and motions for summary 
judgement. 
 
United States Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims  

The Honorable Lawrence B. Hagel, Chief Judge                                                    Washington, DC          
Judicial Intern                                 May 2016 – August 2016 
Drafted decisions and orders in response to petitions, motions, and attorney’s fees applications. Conducted 
substantive research on class action rules, agency deference, and regulatory interpretation.  
 

Skills & Interests:  

Spanish (fluent – written and oral). Stand-up comedy, science-fiction and fantasy literature and film, 
European soccer (Manchester United), Van Gogh, Mozart, playing violin, downhill skateboarding, and 
anime. 
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Isaac Morales
American University, Washington College of Law

Cumulative GPA: 3.54

Fall 2015
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Legal Rhetoric: Research &
Writing I Elizabeth Beske A- 2

Torts Fernanda Nicola B+ 4

Contracts James May A- 4

Civil Procedure N. Jeremi Duru A- 4

Spring 2016
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Comparative Law Fernanda Nicola A 2

Criminal Law Ira Robbins B+ 3

Legal Rhetoric: Research &
Writing II Elizabeth Beske B+ 2

Property Heather Hughes A- 4

Constitutional Law Susan Carle A 4

Summer 2016
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Evidence Kenneth Troccoli B+ 4

Legal Ethics John Szabo A- 2

Fall 2016
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Administrative Law Mark Niles A- 3

Criminal Procedure Robert Tsai B 3

Appellate Advocacy Thomas Bondy A- 3

Business Associations Walter Effross B 4

Spring 2017
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Advanced Civil Procedure:
Complex Litigation Bernie Corr A 3

Federal Courts Elizabeth Beske B+ 4

Litigation with the Federal
Government

Hon. Mary Ellen Coster
Williams B+ 3

Summer 2017
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COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Supervised Externship
Seminar Avis Sanders A- 3

Fall 2017
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

International Organizations &
Multi-National Institutions Diane Orentlicher B+ 2

Immigration & Naturalization David McConnell A- 3

Supreme Court Seminar Stephen Wermiel A- 2

Asylum & Refugee Law Ubaid ul-Haq A 3

International Law Diane Orentlicher B+ 3

Spring 2018
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Lawyer Bargaining Ben Jacewicz B 3

Remedies Mark Emery B+ 3
Grading System Description
A or 4.0;
A– or 3.7;
B+ or 3.3;
B or 3.0;
B– or 2.7;
C+ or 2.3;
C or 2.0;
D or 1.0;
and F or 0.
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April 14, 2022

The Honorable Elizabeth Hanes
Spottswood W. Robinson III & Robert R. Merhige,
Jr., U.S. Courthouse
701 East Broad Street, 5th Floor
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Judge Hanes:

It is my distinct pleasure and honor to submit this letter of reference recommending Isaac Morales for employment as a law clerk
in your chambers. Isaac worked for me as a term law clerk from August 2018 to August 2020 and did an outstanding job.
Needless to say, Isaac was highly qualified for the position. My decision to hire him, however, was also based on his nature as a
self-starter, ability to think on his feet, and capability to adapt to any situation which could arise in managing his cases. These
attributes became clear immediately upon meeting him in person during the interview process. From the first day on the job, I
saw that Isaac was motivated and requires minimal instruction and supervision. He learned quickly and immediately began
handling complex cases during the first week in chambers.

Isaac is adept at quickly identifying pertinent issues and addressing them succinctly. He also possesses the ability to easily
recall details and give status updates related to his case load. This quality is key when managing the busy docket of a
magistrate judge with hundreds of cases both referred from District Courts and consented for trial. It is also something that I
rarely see in someone his age and with relatively little practice experience. He is an accomplished legal writer but also responds
well to constructive criticism and suggested revisions. He is punctual and has an outstanding work ethic. Isaac is extremely
focused and will work on a proposed order for as long as it takes to get the job done correctly.

Isaac is kind, considerate, and courteous. He keeps to himself, working intently and quietly. At the same time, he is confident
and assertive enough to reach out with any questions or concerns about his cases before proceeding. His easygoing nature has
made him a perfect fit for our chambers. He gets along with staff, judges, and the other law clerks in our division. Although I hate
to see him go, I strongly recommend him as a candidate in order to further his legal experience and education. I know that a
clerkship from the perspective of your office will solidify his future as a proficient and highly skilled attorney.

In my opinion, he has the intelligence, drive, character, attitude, and work ethic become an excellent addition for your office. I am
be proud and humbled to have been asked to write this letter on his behalf. I want to thank you very much for your consideration.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about Isaac.

Sincerely yours,

Keith F. Giblin
United States Magistrate Judge

Keith Giblin - sherre_white@txed.uscourts.gov
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April 14, 2022

The Honorable Elizabeth Hanes
Spottswood W. Robinson III & Robert R. Merhige,
Jr., U.S. Courthouse
701 East Broad Street, 5th Floor
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Judge Hanes:

I am writing in support of Isaac Morales’s application for a clerkship in your chambers. Isaac worked as my teaching assistant
for the 2017-2018 academic year, and I can say without a doubt that he is the nicest, most earnest person from whom you will
receive an application. Isaac’s interest in and dedication to legal research and writing is both strong and genuine, and I think he
would make an ideal law clerk.

Over this time as my teaching assistant, Isaac was been a great resource for both me and my students. He did whatever I asked
of him quickly and well, and regularly volunteered solutions to problems that I did not yet realize existed. For example, unlike my
past teaching assistants, and without my prompting, Isaac sent me emails describing problems my students had and thoughts
on how I might approach the material in the next class so as to address those problems. In addition to being incredibly
informative and helpful, Isaac’s emails always reflected significant thought about how to best address the students’ issues.
Indeed, I can think of multiple occasions where the light went on for particular students only after I approached the problem in
the manner Isaac had suggested.

Isaac’s helpfulness is borne of a genuine friendliness and earnestness the likes of which I have rarely come across. Although he
was engaged in many other time consuming activities—including law review, moot court, and interning for a local court of
appeals judge—Isaac regularly asked what he can do to be more helpful or to assist me better. I think he was honestly
disappointed that I did not ask him to do more. Isaac is one of those rare people who is just a really great person, and it comes
through in everything he does.

Isaac is also truly interested in solving legal issues and in becoming the best legal writer he can. Isaac was been a teaching
assistant in American’s first-year legal writing program for two years, and I can tell you from experience that teaching first-year
law students how to become better legal writers absolutely causes one’s own writing to improve. Isaac has also competed on
American’s moot court team, and interned for two different judges. Not only has all of this experience allowed him to become an
adept legal problem solver and talented legal writer, but it reflects his commitment to becoming a better attorney.

Isaac’s dedication to public service is also readily apparent. As a three-time clerk and career government attorney, I admire and
appreciate people, like Isaac, who see the value in government service. Isaac has already worked for two judges and interned
for the Department of Justice’s Torts Branch and Office of Immigration Litigation. When Isaac spoke of those experiences, it is
clear that he believes in the government’s mission to help the public, and has learned important lessons about being an
attorney, including the need to be clear, candid, and direct in one’s writing.

Please feel free to call or email me if there is anything else I can tell you about Isaac. I have no hesitation recommending that
you hire Isaac to be a law clerk. Isaac is a hard worker, a committed attorney, and, most importantly, an incredibly nice and
friendly person who would make a fantastic clerk.

Sincerely,

Dan Lenerz

Daniel Lenerz - danlenerz@yahoo.com - 202-655-9288
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Isaac Morales: 
Writing Sample 

9014 Brow Lake Rd. ● Soddy-Daisy, TN ● (575) 640-4544 ● isaac.morales@alumni.american.edu 

The first writing sample is the write-up packet for one of the final cases I did during my time as a Staff Attorney 
at the Ninth Circuit. The packet has a Visual Aid that is distributed to the panel, then the text of what I presented 
to the judges during the monthly panel. There is a section of the presentation that is in brackets because it is an 
alternative ground on which to the decide the case and to have the information available if the panel asked. 
“Issue #2,” which begins on page 13, is the corresponding analysis to that alternative ground. The remainder of 
the packet contains the summaries of the agency decisions, the briefs before the court, and the most relevant 
facts for the analyses.  

The second writing sample is the memorandum disposition that I submitted to the panel for the case. The 
memorandum disposition itself is a page and a half, so there is little to analyze, but it demonstrates the significant 
work involved in distilling the case from the arguments in the briefs, to the packet, then to the presentation, and 
finally to how the disposition resolves the case.  
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• Accordingly, I recommend dismissing the petition for review.  
 

 
 

II. BACKGROUND 

 
Pending Motions/Request for Oral Argument:  Yes☐   No☒   

 
Cntry:   China 
AR 45 

Age:  59 
DOB: 8/11/1962 
AR 45 

Entry date: 6/12/2001 
AR 348 
 

Removal Basis:  INA Section 
237(a)(1)(B) remained longer than 
permitted. AR 431 

Applications  
for relief 

Asy ☐ WOR ☐  CAT ☐  MTR ☒ COR ☐ AOS ☐ Other ☐ ______ 

 
 

Convictions:  Yes ☐  No ☒   
• AR 355 

Family: Husband (USC). AR 46. Son (Chinese 
citizen, not in U.S.). AR 349 
 

 
  

Detained: Yes ☐   No ☒ Pro Se ☐  Cnsl  ☒    Prior PFRs:  Yes ☒  No ☐ 

• 13-73728: DE 9 (terminated for lack of 
prosecution & DE 11 reinstating case) 

• 13-73728: DE 44 (denied in part and 
dismissed in part) 
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heart of the claim. AR 93.  
o Adverse credibility determination was based on specific, cogent reasons and it was not clearly 

erroneous. AR 94.  
o As such, petitioner did not credibly establish changed circumstances or that she filed for asylum 

within a reasonable time given those circumstances, so she is not eligible for asylum. AR 93.  
o Withholding of removal: not clearly erroneous due to the adverse credibility determination. AR 

93.  
• Past persecution: no past persecution. AR 94. 
• Due process: Has not adequately demonstrated that the outcome would have been affected by the delay in 

DHS’s referral of her application to the immigration court. AR 94. The immigration court practice manual 
does not state that an interpreter may not translate telephonically. AR 94. Petitioner was represented by an 
attorney and did not object to having the interpreter translate telephonically or claim she was unable to 
understand the translation. AR 94.  

• Voluntary departure: reinstated. AR 94.  
 

BIA2 6/12/2019  w/ counsel ☐ (name)   pro se ☒ 
• [Reissued] 
• NOTE: petitioner’s counsel did not file the form to appear before the Board, so the Board deemed petitioner 

appeared pro se. AR 4 n.1. 
• Petitioner argues that the Board should reopen proceedings sua sponte because her marriage, and the filing of 

a visa petition on her behalf, were delayed due to her husband’s work schedule. AR 4.  
• Sua Sponte Denial 

o Removal proceedings were initiated in 2010, the IJ denied relief in 2011, the Board affirmed the 
decision on October 1, 2013. AR 4. Petitioner did not get married until January 14, 2014, after 
the time to file a motion to reopen had expired. AR 4. A visa petition was not filed on her 
behalf until October 20, 2014, more than a year after the Board issued its decision and nine 
months after she was married. AR 4. The Board agreed with the government’s opposition 
brief that the delay in her marriage and filing of the visa petition does not constitute an 
exceptional situation. AR 4. The delay in approving the visa petition by USCIS also does not 
constitute an exceptional situation, and thus there is an insufficient basis to support sua sponte 
reopening. AR 4-5.  

 

IV. CONTENTIONS 

Arguments to BIA – Motion to Reopen 
• Background: petitioner married a U.S. citizen on January 22, 2014, and the I-130 was filed on or about 

September 26, 2014. She is otherwise eligible for adjustment of status because she entered with inspection 
and has no disqualifying convictions. AR 32. The denial of the direct appeal was on October 1, 2013, but the 
marriage took place outside the 90-day period to file a motion to reopen. AR 32. The delay was because 
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petitioner’s husband is film production advanced scout and spent most of his time on location and not in 
California for several months. AR 32-33. Due to some errors by USCIS, it took almost two years for the 
application to be approved. AR 33. The case was in mediation while the I-130 was waiting to be approved 
but ultimately went back to litigation. AR 33. Petitioner corresponded with an attorney at OIL who stated she 
would not oppose putting the case in abeyance, to allow joint reopening with OIL. AR 33. Deputy chief 
counsel at ICE indicated he would defer to OIL but would not take a position until the I-130 was actually 
approved. AR 33.  

• Motion to Reopen Sua Sponte 
o Petitioner asked the Board to sua sponte reopen the case. AR 35. She acknowledged that she 

would not have met the 90-day deadline even if she had filed the I-130 motion the day she got 
married.  

o The 9-month difference from the marriage and the filing was because her husband was on 
location most of the relevant period, and he did not actually sign the petition until I-130 
October 14, 2014. AR 35-36.  

o The petition was filed that day and received by the Board two days later. AR 36.  
o The delay in adjudication was unusual, and because of the delay, petitioner asks the Board to 

sua sponte reopen. AR 36 
Arguments to Court  
• BIA erred by not addressing petitioner’s argument that she had entered into mediation with an agreement to 

remand 
o Government waived the right to oppose the motion to reopen 

▪ The Ninth Circuit addressed waiver in the context of ERISA. Salyers v. Metro Life Ins 
Co, 871 F.3d 934 (9th Cir. 2017). There, Salyers had intended to buy a $50k coverage 
policy but was inadvertently billed for a coverage of $500k, and when her relative 
died, the insurance company tried to stand on their intended agreement. ERISA 
requires an element of detrimental reliance or some misconduct on the part of the 
insurance plan before finding that it has affirmatively waived a limitation defense. Id. 
AR 941, n.5. OB 14-15. 

▪ In early 2014, the government contacted petitioner about an extension of time to file the 
answering brief. At that time, petitioner’s counsel informed her that petitioner had just 
married a U.S. citizen and was interested in remanding the case to the Board to pursue 
adjustment of status. OB 16. The parties agreed petitioner qualified for that relief and 
that the government would not oppose a motion to remand for that relief. OB 16.  

• In a motion by petitioner to hold the case in abeyance, she stated that the plan 
was to file a joint motion to remand the case to the Board to allow petitioner 
to seek adjustment of status. OB 17 

• Petitioner claims that the government’s counsel then indicated an opposition to 
the motion to remand and would only join if the chief counsel at San 
Francisco DHS did not oppose. Chief counsel said he would defer a decision 
until the I-130 was approved. OB 17 



OSCAR / Morales, Isaac (American University, Washington College of Law)

Isaac  Morales 3721

 

19-  X  v. Garland 

7 
 

• By the time the I-130 was approved, neither government counsel nor chief 
counsel were at their positions anymore, and the current chief counsel 
opposed the motion on timeliness. OB 17 

• For that reason, the court should find that the government’s actions constituted 
a waiver of its arguments to timeliness, even without proof that petitioner 
relied on that argument. OB 17 

•  In this case, there was an agreement in principle by the parties to hold the 
direct appeal in abeyance pending the receipt of the I-130, and it was the 
understanding of the parties that once the petition was approved, there would 
be no opposition. And, in a conversation with the former DHS chief counsel, 
petitioner’s counsel states that the former chief counsel indicated he would 
not oppose remand if OIL did not oppose. Thus, the government waived its 
right to oppose remand. OB 19.  

o Petitioner detrimentally relief on government’s agreement to join the motion 
▪ The government’s agreement to hold the case until the I-130 was approved, not 

received, is critical to the Board’s computation of what is a reasonable time to factor 
into the sua sponte decision. (NOTE: petitioner emphasizes “approved” in the OB). 
OB 20.  

▪ All the factors for equitable estoppel are present: the parties entered into an agreement 
for a joint motion to remand, entered into a stipulation to hold the case in abeyance 
until the I-130 was approved, petitioner relied on that agreement and did not promptly 
move to remand, but waited almost two years to bring the motion. That wait was 
necessitated by petitioner’s insistence that an approved I-130 was necessary before 
she joined the motion to reopen. Thus, the court should estop the government from 
reneging on its promise to join the motion to reopen. OB 20.  

• Board erred in construing motion solely as a request to exercise its sua sponte authority 
o The entirety of the Board decision is analyzed under its sua sponte authority. OB 22 

▪ No mention is made of the argument, or the evidence between the parties, that was used 
to demonstrate the existence of an agreement. OB 22-23 

▪ No analysis of detrimental reliance or equitable estoppel was addressed. OB 23 
▪ No analysis was done regarding the merits and equities of the case. OB 23 

Government’s Argument    
• Summary of the Argument 

o No jurisdiction to consider the purely discretionary decision not to sua sponte reopen. AB 11 
▪ Petitioner never requested equitable estoppel, or made any other argument about the 

statutory time limit on reopening in her motion to reopen. AB 11 
o Petitioner did not demonstrate affirmative misconduct by a government official. AB 11 

▪ She also did not show that any misconduct resulted in a serious injustice to her or that 
public interest favors estoppel against the government. AB 11-12. 

• No jurisdiction to review sua sponte denial  
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o The Board found no exceptional circumstances to warrant reopening. AB 14 
• Petitioner raises no claim of legal or constitutional error 

o Summary of Petitioner’s Arguments 
▪ Petitioner argues the Board erred by considering her motion only in the sua sponte 

context and failed to consider equitable estoppel 
▪ She argues that the government’s attorney promised to join in a motion to remand once 

her visa petition as approved and that the DHS chief counsel similarly promised. AB 
15 

▪ Thus, petitioner argues the government should be held to the promises she alleges the 
counsel and DHS chief counsel made. AB 15 

▪ Exhaustion: petitioner never raised an equitable estoppel argument before the Board. 
She only argued for sua sponte reopening.  

▪ Merits: Even assuming exhaustion, she has not show any affirmative misconduct or that 
any such misconduct resulted in a serious injustice to her or that public interest favors 
the remedy of estoppel. AB 15-16.  

o Petitioner failed to exhaust her Equitable Estoppel claim 
▪ The Board properly considered her motion as solely requesting sua sponte reopening. 

AB 16-17.  
• Petitioner did not invoke any equitable remedies in her motion other than sua 

sponte reopening or allege any misconduct by the government’s counsel or 
DHS chief counsel that prevented her from filing a motion, timely or 
otherwise. AB 17 

• She acknowledged to the Board that she did not get married until after the time 
for filing a motion to reopen had already passed due to her husband not filing 
a visa petition on her behalf since his work schedule did not allow him to. AB 
17. 

• After noting that the DHS chief counsel would not stipulate to a remand of the 
first petition for review while the visa petition was pending, and that the 
government’s counsel was likewise waiting, petitioner emphasized USCIS’s 
delay in adjudicating her visa petition. AB 17.  

• However, those brief references to DHS chief counsel, government counsel, 
and USCIS, unsupported by any citation to legal authority or even to her own 
supporting evidence, were insufficient to put the Board on notice that it 
should have considered whether DHS should have been equitably estopped 
from opposing reopening. AB 17  

▪ Addressing opening brief arguments 
• Petitioner argues that DHS chief counsel waived any arguments as to timeliness 

of her motion to reopen. AB 18 
• She later argues that the government’s agreement to hold the first petition for 

review in abeyance resulted in a waiver to oppose a remand of that petition.  
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o Petitioner does not cite to any portion of the record to support this 
claim, but the email to which she apparently refers was sent at a time 
during which she was not eligible for adjustment of status and she 
never actually filed a motion to remand her first petition, so the 
government did not take an official position on remand of the first 
petition. AB 18 n.5.  

• She also claims that the parties entered into an agreement for a joint motion to 
remand, further agreed to hold the first petition for review in abeyance until 
the visa petition became ripe for adjudication, and she therefore did not 
promptly move to remand and instead waited almost two years to bring the 
motion to reopen. AB 18-19 

o Critically, however, petitioner did not make any of those arguments to 
the Board, and thus, she failed to exhaust them. AB 19.  

• The Board did not err by failing to consider ground for reopening that were 
never presented to it in the first place. AB 19.  

• Similarly, the Board’s failure to comment specifically to each piece of evidence 
attached to Zuan’s motion or to reach the conclusion she would have 
preferred does not establish any error. AB 20 

o Petitioner has not met her burden of proving the government should be equitably estopped 
▪ Basic standard: estoppel is available against a nongovernmental party who has 

knowingly misrepresented or concealed material facts to someone who is ignorant of 
the facts, with the intention that the other person rely on the facts as presented, and 
where the other party actually and detrimentally relies. AB 20-21 

▪ Heightened standard: a party seeking to raise estoppel against the government must 
establish affirmative misconduct beyond mere negligence. And, even then, estoppel 
will only apply where the government’s wrongful act will cause a serious injustice 
and the public’s interest will not suffer undue damage by imposition of liability. AB 
21 

• No affirmative misconduct 
o Affirmative misconduct: It is defined as a deliberate lie or a pattern of 

false promises, and mere negligence does not suffice to establish 
affirmative misconduct. AB 22 

o Here, the government’s handling of the first petition for review 
establishes no affirmative misconduct. The mere non-opposition to 
petitioner’s motion to refer her case to the court’s mediation program 
did not bind the government to the ultimate disposition of that 
petition. AB 22.  

o Instead, it merely reflects the government’s willingness to explore 
alternatives to litigation, and the evidence petitioner submitted shows 
the government’s willingness to hold the case in abeyance and 
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possible joint reopening before the Board. AB 22.  
o Moreover, from the arguments and evidence that petitioner submitted, it 

is clear that the government had agreed to an abeyance, not to a 
remand. AB 23.  

o Thus, far from showing any affirmative misconduct, the record shows 
the government’s good faith effort to allow petitioner to explore an 
alternative remedy that would have made litigation unnecessary. AB 
23-24. 

o As for the DHS’s chief counsel, petitioner submitted no evidence 
specifying what, if anything, he told her counsel about his wiliness to 
join in an untimely motion to reopen. AB 24.  

o Petitioner claims that it is undisputed that, in a conversation with her 
counsel, the DHS counsel indicated he would not oppose remand if 
OIL did not oppose, but she does not cite any page of the record for 
support. AB 24, OB 19. However, her attorney’s rhetoric is not 
evidence. AB 24.  

o And, even assuming that the DHS counsel expressed some amiability to 
joint reopening, conditioned on the approval of her visa petition, there 
is no evidence that he deliberately lied or concealed material facts. 
AB 24.  

o USCIS’s delay in processing the visa petition did not demonstrate 
affirmative misconduct either alone or in combination with the 
government or DHS’s actions. AB 25. The Supreme Court and Ninth 
Circuit have found no affirmative misconduct when considering delay 
with far more serious consequences than what petitioner presents. AB 
25.  

• No show of serious injustice or that public interest favors estoppel 
o Petitioner claims that she did not move to remand due to the 

government’s insistence that an approved I-130 was necessary before 
it would join the motion to reopen. AB 26, OB 20.  

o However, she does not address the fact that due to the timing of her 
marriage, she could not have filed a timely motion to reopen, 
regardless of any action by the government or DHS. AB 26. In other 
words, she was always going to be in the position of filing an 
untimely motion and asking the Board to sua sponte reopen. AB 26 

o Petitioner has not shown any injustice has occurred and she remains 
eligible to seek LPR status but must simply do so via consular 
processing abroad. AB 26-27. On the other side of the balance is the 
recognized interest in concluding litigation and executing removal 
orders. AB 27 
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V. ANALYSIS 

Key Facts 

 
• On October 1, 2013, the Board dismissed petitioner’s original appeal from an IJ’s decision 

denying asylum, work, CAT, and voluntary departure. AR 92-95.  
• Petitioner filed a timely petition for review. No. 13-73728 
• On October 2, 2014, petitioner filed an unopposed motion to refer that petition to the court’s 

mediation program. Id. at Dkt. No. 17.  
o She sought mediation pending the adjudication by USCIS of a visa petition filed on her 

behalf by her U.S. citizen husband and concluded saying that the plan is to file a joint 
motion to remand her case to the Board to pursue adjustment of status once the petition 
was approved. Id.  

o On December 3, 2018, the court denied in part and dismissed in part the petition for 
review, concluding it lacked jurisdiction over the agency’s finding that the asylum 
petition was untimely or her unexhausted CAT claims, and determined that no 
evidence compelled reversal of the adverse credibility determination. 744 F. App’x 
459.  

• On September 28, 2017, while her first petition for review was pending, petitioner filed a 
motion with the Board seeking reopening of her proceedings to apply for adjustment of status. 
AR 32-36 

• In the motion to reopen, she noted that her marriage and the filing of a visa petition occurred 
after the time for filing a motion to reopen had expired. AR 32 

• In a set of emails dated November 15, 2016, petitioner’s attorney emailed government counsel 
to inform her that USCIS had scheduled an interview regarding the visa petition to ask if she 
would oppose a motion to remand to pursue adjustment of status. AR 53.  

o Government counsel replied saying the government opposed such a motion at that 
time, but that if her visa petition were approved and petitioner submitted a motion to 
reopen to see if they would join or not oppose the motion, the government would not 
oppose a request to stay the proceedings, pending a decision whether to join or oppose 
the motion. AR 52.  

• In a second set of emails dated nearly nine months later, on August 7, 2021, petitioner’s 
counsel emailed government counsel to follow up on the issue and informed her that the visa 
was approved and would be putting a request to ICE for a motion to reopen for adjustment of 
status. AR 57. He further stated that he it was his understanding that the government would not 
oppose a stay of proceedings pending resolution of that request. AR 57.  

o The email was returned the same day marked as user unknown because the government 
counsel had recently retired from the DOJ and the DHS counsel had been appointed to 
a position as an IJ. AR 58, 80.  
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Issue #1: whether the court has jurisdiction to review the Board’s decision not to sua sponte reopen 
Petitioner’s case 
 
 
Rule: the court lacks jurisdiction to review the BIA’s denial of sua sponte reopening, unless there is a 
legal or constitutional error that invokes jurisdiction. See Lona v. Barr, 958 F.3d 1225, 1127 (9th Cir. 
2020) (the court can review BIA decisions denying sua sponte reopening only for the limited purpose 
of reviewing the reasoning behind the decision for legal or constitutional error). 
 
A non-citizen fails to exhaust his claim when the claim is not raised before the agency. Barron v. 
Ashcroft, 358 10 F.3d 674, 677-78 (9th Cir. 2004) (court lacks jurisdiction to review claims not 
presented to the agency). 
 
Analysis: 
 
The motion to reopen argues only that the Board should reopen proceedings sua sponte. See AR 33-
36. Petitioner does explain that the motion is untimely and why it is untimely, along with the 
background correspondence between her counsel and the former DHS and government attorneys. 
However, she does not present any arguments in conjunction with that background information. AR 
33-36. Indeed, the main argument section of the motion specifically states that the petitioner asked the 
Board to reopen her case sua sponte, AR 35, and nowhere else in the motion does she identify another 
basis upon which the Board could reopen her case, see AR 32-36. 
 
In her opening brief, petitioner argues that the Board erred by considering the motion entirely under 
its sua sponte authority. OB 20-24. She claims that the Board erred because it did not mention her 
argument, or the evidence of correspondence between the parties, that she used to demonstrate the 
existence of an agreement. She further highlights that the Board did not conduct an analysis of 
detrimental reliance or equitable estoppel and did not consider the merits and equities of the case. OB 
22-23.  
 
To determine whether there is colorable legal claim, I think it makes sense to analyze exhaustion 
rather than the estoppel claim. Although petitioner spends most of her opening brief arguing the 
estoppel claim, that claim was not actually before the Board. In other words, although she first argues 
that the government should be estopped, OB 10-20, and then argues second that the Board failed to 
consider those arguments, OB 20-24, that is not the proper order of the analysis. Instead, the analysis 
should first be whether those arguments were actually before the Board for it to consider them and 
second, if they were, whether the Board committed a legal error in exercising its discretion.  
 
As I stated above, the motion to reopen did not include any reference at all to a basis for the Board to 
reopen her case other than the Board’s sua sponte authority. AR 32-36. Moreover, she was counseled 
before the Board when she submitted the motion to reopen. AR 32. So, although she claims the Board 
erred by considering the motion to reopen solely under its sua sponte authority, the record 
demonstrates that is actually the only basis she relied upon. Therefore, that is the only basis properly 
before the Board and petitioner’s arguments as to equitable estoppel are unexhausted and do not 
constitute a colorable legal claim.  
 
NOTE: To the extent petitioner argues the merits of her equitable estoppel claim, the court lacks 
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jurisdiction to consider these unexhausted arguments.  
 
Conclusion: Therefore, the court lacks jurisdiction to review the Board’s decision not to sua sponte 
reopen petitioner’s case where she has not shown that the agency’s denial of sua sponte reopening was 
premised on legal or constitutional error.  
 
 

 
 
Issue #2: Assuming arguendo that these arguments have been exhausted, is remand warranted based 
on the doctrine of equitable estoppel?  
 
 
Rule: “[E]stoppel traditionally is available against a nongovernmental party who has made a knowing 
false representation or concealment of material facts to a party ignorant of the facts, with the intention 
that the other party should rely on it, where the other party actually and detrimentally relies on it. A 
party asserting estoppel against the federal government bears additional burdens. First, estoppel 
against the government must rest on affirmative misconduct going beyond mere negligence. 
Furthermore, estoppel will apply only where the government's wrongful act will cause a serious 
injustice, and the public's interest will not suffer undue damage by imposition of the liability.” See 
Mukherjee v. INS, 793 F.2d 1006, 1008 (1986) (citing Jaa v. INS, 779 F.2d 569, 571 (9th Cir. 1986)); 
see also Morgan v. Gonzales, 495 F.3d 1084, 1092 (9th Cir. 2007). 
 
Analysis: 
 

I. No affirmative misconduct by the government  
 
Petitioner highlights a motion to hold the case in abeyance where she stated that “The plan is to 
file a joint motion to remand the case[.]” OB 16-17, Case No. 13-73728, Dkt. No. 17. Petitioner 
also states that “there was an agreement in principle by the parties to hold the direct appeal in 
abeyance [and] . . . [it] was the understanding of the parties that once th[e] petition [was] 
approved, there would be no opposition by Oil to a motion to remand[.]” OB 19. However, 
petitioner does not cite to any part of the record to support her claim that the parties agreed the 
government would not oppose a motion to remand. Accordingly, her claim that her counsel and 
the government’s agreed there would be no opposition is unsupported by the record and does not 
establish that such an agreement existed. See INS v. Phinpathya, 464 U.S. 183, 188 n.6 (1984) 
(counsel’s unsupported claims in a brief do not constitute evidence). 
Additionally, the evidence that petitioner submitted demonstrates that the government’s counsel 
agreed only to an abeyance, not to a remand. In late 2016, petitioner’s counsel emailed asking 
whether government’s counsel would oppose a motion to remand but made no mention of an 
existing agreement to remand. AR 53. Then, months later, her attorney emailed the government 
attorney to confirm his understanding that the government would not oppose a stay of proceedings 
pending his request to DHS to join a motion to reopen. AR 57. Finally, in the motion to reopen 
itself, petitioner describes the correspondence with government counsel as the government 
agreeing not to oppose putting the case in abeyance to allow her to pursue a motion to reopen with 
DHS at the Board. AR 33. Thus, the record shows that government’s counsel did not oppose 
petitioner’s efforts to hold her case in abeyance but that holding the case in abeyance is the only 
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thing to which the parties agreed.  
 
As to the delay by USCIS that petitioner highlights, it did not constitute any affirmative 
misconduct. OB 7. First of all, petitioner acknowledges that the marriage took place out of the 90 
day period to file a motion to reopen. OB 7. So, whatever delay the USCIS had in adjudicating the 
visa petition would not have affected her ability to timely file the motion. Second, the government 
cites the following cases in which the Supreme Court and the Ninth Circuit found no affirmative 
misconduct despite agency delays with far more serious consequences than the one petitioner 
presents.  
- INS v. Miranda, 459 U.S. 14, 16, 19 (1982) (no affirmative misconduct where an unexplained 

18-month delay in adjudicating spousal visa application even where the delay resulted in the 
petitioner losing eligibility due to dissolution of the marriage during that time) 

- Cortez-Felipe v. INS, 245 F.3d 1054, 1057 (9th Cir. 2001) (INS’s failure to file order to show 
cause in time for petitioner to avoid impact of subsequent statutory changes was not 
affirmative misconduct, even though the INS had assured the petitioner it would do so) 

Those cases demonstrate that even where the government has delayed in such a way that it 
actually affects a petitioner’s ability to seek relief, there is no affirmative misconduct. Here, 
nothing the government did affected petitioner’s ability to seek relief because she was always 
going to be in the position of filing an untimely motion to reopen [and the BIA faulted petitioner 
for the delay in filing the I-130 visa petition, NOT for the delay in the final adjudication of the I-
130 or the delay in filing the MTR)].  
 
Thus, petitioner failed to show negligence, let alone affirmative misconduct.  

 
II. No governmental misconduct resulting in serious injustice and no public interest favoring 

estoppel 
 
Petitioner claims that she did not promptly move to remand because the government’s counsel 
insisted that an approved I-130 was necessary before she joined the motion to reopen, OB 20, but, 
as stated above, petitioner does not address the fact that she could not have filed a timely motion 
to reopen regardless of any action by a government official because she was married past the 90-
day deadline [nor does this explanation change the fact that her spouse delayed as long as he did in 
filing the I-130 visa petition in the first place]. Thus, there is no serious injustice that resulted from 
government misconduct.  
 
Additionally, petitioner is still able to apply for LPR status through her marriage but must simply 
do so from abroad. See 8 U.S.C. § 1201(a)(1), 1361. And, there is a recognized public interest in 
bringing litigation to a close and promptly executing removal orders. See INS v. Abudu, 485 U.S. 
94, 95 (1988); see also Nken v. Holder, 556 U.S. 418, 436 (2009) (observing that there “is always 
a public interest in prompt execution of removal orders: The continued presence of an alien 
lawfully deemed removable undermines the streamlined removal proceedings . . . and permits and 
prolongs a continued violation of United States law.”) 
 
Thus, given the lack of any significant harm to petitioner, the public interest prevails.  

 
Conclusion: Petitioner did not establish that the government should be equitably estopped 
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Etc. if necessary: 
 
 
 

VI. QUESTIONS/CONCERNS 
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Addendum 
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 We lack jurisdiction to review the BIA’s determination not to reopen 1 

removal proceedings where X  does not raise a colorable legal or constitutional 2 

error underlying the BIA’s decision that would invoke our jurisdiction.  See Lona 3 

v. Barr, 958 F.3d 1225, 1227 (9th Cir. 2020) (the court retains jurisdiction to 4 

review BIA decisions denying sua sponte reopening for the limited purpose of 5 

reviewing the reasoning behind the decision for legal or constitutional error).  We 6 

lack jurisdiction to consider X ’s contentions as to equitable estoppel that she 7 

raises for the first time in her opening brief because she did not raise them to the 8 

BIA.  See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 677-78 (9th Cir. 2004) (court lacks 9 

jurisdiction to review claims not presented to the agency).  To the extent X  now 10 

contends her motion to reopen qualifies for an exception to the statutory 11 

requirement of timely filing, we lack jurisdiction to consider this unexhausted 12 

issue.  See id.  13 

The temporary stay of removal remains in place until issuance of the 14 

mandate.  15 

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED. 16 
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The Honorable Elizabeth W. Hanes 

 

Dear Judge Hanes: 

 

 I am writing in support of my application for the clerkship in your chambers. I am confident that 

my judicial clerkship experience at the state level in NJ, writing and research skills, commitment to public 

service, and work experience before law school would enable me to successfully carry out the 

responsibilities of a law clerk. 

 

 This August, I plan to begin a one-year clerkship with a state trial court judge, the Honorable 

Robert E. Brenner. Sitting in Toms River, NJ, Judge Brenner handles civil litigation matters. I anticipate 

that my primary duties will be to review motions and memoranda filed in civil matters, assist with the 

preparation of bench memoranda, as well as draft opinions. In addition, I believe that I will have a role in 

assisting Judge Brenner during proceedings, communicating with counsel regarding case management, 

and assisting in settlement conferences. Outside of chambers, I will serve as a mediator for parties who 

have small claims and landlord/tenant disputes. I strongly believe that these upcoming experiences will 

prepare me for handling the duties of a judicial law clerk in your chambers. 

 

In law school, I have worked to build the legal research and writing skills that I believe will allow 

me to undertake the responsibilities of a federal judicial law clerk. I was selected by my peers to serve as 

a Notes & Articles Editor of the Fordham International Law Journal during the 2019-2020 academic 

year. In this role, I have managed a team of seven law students and maintained responsibility over those 

students’ proofreading and Bluebooking of articles. Additionally, before transferring to Fordham Law 

School, I was invited to join the PACE LAW REVIEW on the basis of my performance in the Pace Law 

School writing competition.  

 

I believe that my commitment to public service will complement my work as a law clerk in your 

chambers. I have completed internships with the Civil Division of the US Attorney’s Office for the 

Eastern District of New York, the Queens County District Attorney’s Office, and the Securities and 

Exchange Commission. Last summer, I completed my second internship with the Securities and 

Exchange Commission, where I first worked as a part-time intern in the NY office during the fall 

semester. Interning in the public sector during law school has strengthened my interest in serving the 

interests of justice in my community. 

 

My pre-law school work experience as an investment banking analyst, and my study for the 

Masters in Finance degree, provided a foundational understanding of business concepts and theories. I 

expect that my knowledge of business concepts would assist me in performing legal research and 

applying my legal research to complex business disputes. My work experience makes me comfortable in a 

deadline-driven environment. If given the opportunity to serve as a law clerk in your chambers, I am 

confident of my ability to follow direction and to meet deadlines. 

 

I believe my judicial clerkship experience at the state level, writing and research skills, 

commitment to public service, and work experience before law school would assist me in serving as your 

law clerk. Thank you for your consideration of my application. 

          Sincerely, 

         Daniel Thomas Morrison 

 

Email: dtm1210@gmail.com 

Phone: 203-246-8680  
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EDUCATION 

Fordham University School of Law                                                                                                                  New York, NY                

▪ Notes & Articles Editor, Fordham International Law Journal, Volume XLIII                               Aug. 2018 – May 2020             

▪ Queens District Attorney’s Office Prosecution Clinic – Spring 2019       

Elisabeth Haub School of Law at Pace University                                                                           White Plains, NY              

▪ Honors: Invited to join PACE LAW REVIEW in June 2018                     Aug. 2017 – Aug. 2018 

▪ Elected as student government representative 

Boston College, Carroll School of Management                                                                   Chestnut Hill, MA      

▪ Masters in Finance, GPA: 3.5           Aug. 2013 – Sept. 2014                                                                                       

Boston College, College of Arts and Sciences                                                              Chestnut Hill, MA                                 

▪ Bachelors in Arts, Major: Economics, GPA: 3.3                      Aug. 2008 – May 2012 

LEGAL EXPERIENCE 

New Jersey State Courts – Superior Court – Ocean County, Civil Division [Anticipated]     Toms River, NJ 

Judicial Law Clerk to the Honorable Robert E. Brenner            Aug. 2020 – Aug. 2021 

▪ Conduct legal research, draft judicial opinions, and provide recommendations on all motions before the court 

▪ Help prepare the judge for trials, oral arguments, and other proceedings 

▪ Mediate small claims and landlord/tenant disputes 

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission                                                                       Washington, DC // New York, NY 

Enforcement Division Intern        May 2019 – Aug. 2019 // Aug. 2018 – Nov. 2018 

▪ Prepared chronology of events that tracked an alleged market manipulation scheme targeting the shares of a publicly 

traded technology company 

▪ Drafted questions utilized by supervisor during on-the-record testimony of alleged insider trading participant          

▪ Conducted comprehensive review of more than 1,500 documents for the purpose of flagging a broker’s misstatements 

to clients and prospective clients 

United States Attorney’s Office - Eastern District of New York                                                                     Brooklyn, NY                                                                                      

Civil Division Intern                                                                                                                                May 2018 – Aug. 2018                           

▪ Prepared and delivered an oral argument in social security matter as second chair 

▪ Performed legal research and writing in support of Assistant United States Attorney, including drafting part of a reply 

brief in support of a 12(c) motion for judgment on the pleadings and drafting a letter in support of a Rule 41(b) motion 

for failure to prosecute  

The StoneTurn Group                                                                                                                                 Boston, MA 

Consultant                                                                                                                                               Sept. 2012 – Aug. 2013 

▪ Drafted sections of expert reports submitted in arbitration and litigation proceedings 

▪ Coordinated and conducted document productions 

FINANCIAL EXPERIENCE 

Headwaters MB                           Greenwich, CT 

Investment Banking Analyst                Oct. 2016 – July 2017           

▪ Prepared valuation summary using public comparables, M&A comparables, DCF and LBO analyses 

▪ Created PowerPoint presentation slides identifying industrial companies’ financial and transactional metrics 

in connection with team business development efforts 

Janney Montgomery Scott                       Philadelphia, PA 

Investment Banking Analyst              May 2015 – May 2016            

▪ Drafted committee memos and internal sales memos in connection with public securities transactions  

▪ Utilized external research databases and updated Excel workbooks tracking pricing and trading 

of recent IPOs, follow-ons, and PIPEs  

Headwaters MB                           Greenwich, CT 

Investment Banking Analyst                          Sept. 2014 – May 2015 

▪ Created one-page company profiles, based on industry and company-level research 

▪ Generated prospective investor lists in connection with investor outreach efforts 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Computer: Microsoft Word, Excel, PowerPoint, Westlaw, LexisNexis, Capital IQ, and FactSet 
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Fordham University School of Law
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Fall 2017
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Civil Procedure Randolph McLaughlin B 5

Criminal Law Thomas McDonnell B+ 3

Legal Writing Irene Johnson A- 3

Torts Michelle Simon B+ 3
Fall 2017 - Pace Law School

Spring 2018
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Constitutional Law Bennett Gershman B+ 4

Contracts Horace Anderson B 4

Legal Writing Michelle Simon A 2

Property John Nolon B- 5
Spring 2018 - Pace Law School

Fall 2018
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Criminal Procedure Deborah Denno B- 3

Evidence Daniel Capra B 4

Externship Fieldwork Stacy Charland P 2

Externship Seminar Stacy Charland A- 1

Professional Responsibility Andrew Kent B 3
Fall 2018 - Fordham Law School

Spring 2019
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Fundamental Lawyering
Skills Marissa Sherman B+ 3

Legislation & Regulation Aaron Saiger B- 4

Queens DA Casework Jennifer Naiburg A- 3

Queens DA Seminar Jennifer Naiburg A- 2

Trusts & Wills Deborah McCarthy B 3
Spring 2019 - Fordham Law School

Fall 2019
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Corporations Richard Squire B 4

International Financial Crime Gerald Manwah A- 2

International Law Journal James Kent P 2

Regulation of Financial
Institutions Steve Thel A- 3
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Securities Regulation Jim Jalil B 3
Fall 2019 - Fordham Law School

Spring 2020
COURSE INSTRUCTOR GRADE CREDIT UNITS COMMENTS

Civil Litigation Drafting Francine Alfandary P 3

International Law Journal Andrew Kent P 2

Mergers & Acquisitions Daniel Kessler P 3

Perspectives on Doctrinal
Analysis John Pieper P 2

Trial Advocacy Gail Heatherly P 3
Spring 2020 - Fordham Law School
*Due to the coronavirus pandemic, Fordham decided that all classes would be graded on a P/F basis.
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DISTRICT ATTORNEY

QUEENS COUNTY
125-01 QUEENS BOULEVARD

KEW GARDENS, NY 11415-1568
(718) 286-6000

May 26, 2020

To Whom it May Concern:

It is my pleasure to write this letter of recommendation on behalf of Daniel Morrison. 
Mr. Morrison participated as a Student Prosecutor in the Queens County District Attorney
Prosecution Clinic that I co-teach at Fordham Law School spring semester, 2019.

During his clinical internship, Mr. Morrison worked closely with several of the
prosecutors in the Criminal Court Bureau.  The feedback that I consistently got from these
Assistants District Attorneys was that Mr. Morrison was hardworking, enthusiastic and bright.
They felt he was a team player and a very affable person. 

More importantly, I got see Mr. Morisson’s work first hand throughout the semester.  I
found that he was well organized, professional and very diligent in carrying out his
responsibilities.   I have repeatedly been impressed by his strong work ethic and common sense
approach to our cases.  He demonstrated a sincere desire to learn about criminal practice.  He
accomplished whatever needed to be done competently and quickly and was an active and
valuable participant both inside the classroom and at the office. 

In short, it was a sincere pleasure to have Mr. Morisson here in our office as part of the
clinic.  It is without hesitation that I recommend him for your employ.

If you have any questions or if I can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to
call.

Very truly yours,

Jennifer L. Naiburg
Chief Assistant District Attorney
Queens County District Attorney’s Office
JLNaiburg@queensda.org
(718) 286-6523

Richard A. Brown
District Attorney
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August 31, 2020 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
My name is Michael Baker, and I am a Senior Counsel in the Enforcement Division of the 
United States Securities and Exchange Commission in Washington, D.C. I write this letter of 
recommendation on behalf of Dan Morrison, who is applying for a federal clerkship with your 
chambers. 
 
Dan was an intern with my group in the summer of 2019. During his time with us, he showed 
that he is detail-oriented and quick to absorb complex concepts, and was a thoughtful contributor 
on our investigations.   
 
During his internship, Dan assisted us in several of our active investigations. For instance, I 
asked him to join several telephonic interviews of witnesses connected to an ongoing insider 
trading investigation. During those interviews, Dan took detailed notes and prepared typed 
memoranda documenting the findings from the interviews. Confident in Dan’s attention to detail 
and ability to produce well-written memos, I had him directly circulate the memoranda to the 
other attorneys on the investigative team.  
 
Beyond his role helping to memorialize witness calls, Dan researched legal theories for certain of 
our investigations, and, for one of our investigations, he took the lead on compiling and 
analyzing a complex data set, which entailed reviewing numerous account documents for 
evidence of securities fraud and presenting his findings to me and others in my unit. Dan worked 
diligently, and sought out more work, when he had capacity. I am confident that Mr. Morrison 
would demonstrate the same level of commitment and enthusiasm as a judicial law clerk in your 
chambers.  
 
In summary, Dan would make the ideal clerk, and I enthusiastically recommend him for that 
position in your chambers. 
 
Please feel free to contact me at (202) 551-4471 or at bakermic@sec.gov if you have any 
questions. 
 
 

Sincerely, 
/s Michael C. Baker 
Michael C. Baker 
Senior Counsel 
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 State X should not adopt a rule allowing the local chapter of a fraternity to be sued for a 

non-hazing injury suffered by one of its members. The following memo will present the facts of 

our case; review the law relating to the liability of local fraternity chapters; and analyze our facts 

in light of precedent and the secondary authority to establish that the State X court should not 

permit suits against local fraternity chapters brought by injured members based on the injured 

members’ participation in non-hazing events. 

 Twenty-one-year-old Jim “Pluto” Plutarsky, a member of the Pi Lambda Rho (PLR) local 

chapter fraternity at Garfield University since April 14, 2013, attended a party hosted by PLR 

that featured a grand prix charity go-cart race to be held at Garfield University. The social 

chairmen of PLR purchased alcoholic beverages for the party, and those beverages were 

delivered by Bar Barry Liquors, the local liquor distributor. Around 11 A.M. on April 27, 2015, 

Plutarsky arrived at the PLR chapter house and began to consume a combination of beer and 

mixed drinks. Plutarsky attended the grand prix race and then returned to the PLR fraternity 

house at 4 P.M. Soon after his return to the fraternity house, Plutarsky consumed two additional 

mixed drinks. He then decided to ride down the waterslide that was set up for the party.  

 The members of PLR had used smooth-surface material to build the waterslide, which 

contained two water-flowing hoses at the waterslide’s top. At the bottom of the waterslide was a 

pool made up of hay bales. The members of PLR kept a ladder next to the waterslide as a means 

for reaching the top of the waterslide. PLR charged two dollars for each trip down the waterslide, 

donated half the proceeds to charity, and kept the remaining half to fund the party.  

 After having consumed several alcoholic beverages, Plutarsky paid the two-dollar charge. 

Plutarsky decided against using ladder accompanying the waterslide, and instead climbed on a 

brick wall next to a patio on the PLR property, seeking to make his trip down the waterslide 
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more thrilling, and to impress his audience. After removing his shoes, socks and watch, Plutarsky 

dove head-first onto the waterslide, approximately six to eight feet below the wall that Plutarsky 

had climbed, and tragically broke his neck, becoming a quadriplegic. 

 On October 30, 2015, Plutarsky brought an action against the local chapter of PLR, 

alleging that his injuries were due to the local chapter’s inadequate maintenance of the waterslide 

and supply of alcoholic beverages. Plutarsky also brought actions against the national PLR 

fraternity, Bar Barry Liquors, and the Garfield University House Association. The trial court 

granted the defendants’ motions for summary judgment. Plutarsky then filed an appeal in State X 

appellate court, claiming that the trial court erred in finding as a matter of law that the local 

chapter of PLR cannot be held liable for the negligent actions of its members. 

 The issue is whether or not the State X court should adopt a rule permitting the local 

fraternity chapter to be sued by a member of the fraternity who suffered a non-hazing injury. 

Current law recognizes many local chapters of fraternities and sororities as unincorporated 

associations.1 As unincorporated associations, local chapters are often shielded from facing 

liability in connection with non-hazing injuries to their members.2 In Massachusetts, for 

example, an unincorporated association cannot be named as party to litigation.3 Separately, the 

doctrine of imputed liability permits the negligence of an association, where members are 

organized in a joint enterprise, to be imputed upon an individual fraternity member.4 

 The doctrine of imputed liability will not, however, preclude a fraternity member injured 

from a non-hazing activity from asserting liability against culpable fraternity members, and 

                                                           
1 See Angela N. Marshlain, Non-Hazing Injuries to Fraternity and Sorority Members: Should the Fraternal 

Association Be Required to Assume a Parental Role?, 5 APPALACHIAN J.L. 1, 5 (2006). 
2 Id.  
3 Krueger v. Fraternity of Phi Gamma Delta, Inc., No. 004292G, 2001 WL 1334996, at *6 (Mass. Super. Ct. May 

18. 2011) (citing Save the Bay, Inc. v. Department of Pub. Utils., 366 Mass. 667, 675 (1975)). 
4 Marshlain, supra note 1, at 6. 
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thereby seeking redress for his injury.5 An illustrative case is Foster v. Purdue University 

Chapter, The Beta Mu of Beta Theta Pi.6 In that case, the plaintiff, Foster, injured himself after 

diving headfirst onto a fraternity’s waterslide.7 The court found that the plaintiff had participated 

in the informal decision-making process of the fraternity, and that any negligence by the 

fraternity members in negligently maintaining the waterslide or providing alcohol was “properly 

imputable to Foster.”8  Separate from the Foster holding, there is persuasive authority that an 

injured fraternity member can seek to impose liability on fraternity members for his injuries, 

where he can prove more than the defendant fraternity member’s mere membership in the 

fraternity.9 This authority makes clear, however, that the defendant local fraternity member will 

be liable to the injured fraternity member “only if the [defendant] member participates in the 

tortious act, sets the proceedings in motion, agrees to a course of action which culminates in 

wrongful conduct, or has knowledge of, or assents to, the act.”10  

 The foregoing shows that the law permits an injured fraternity member to seek to hold 

liable those defendant fraternity members who had motivated or contributed to the wrongful 

decision-making and the subsequent non-hazing activity that produced the injury. Although the 

legal requirement of proving more than membership in the fraternity represents a significant 

hurdle to the injured member’s ability to recover, this limitation targets individual members’ 

culpability, and rightfully guards against guilt by mere association with an organization, namely, 

the local fraternity chapter.  

                                                           
5 See Marshlain, supra note 1, at 5. 
6 Id. (citing Foster v. Purdue University Chapter, The Beta Mu of Beta Theta Pi, 567 N.E.2d 865 (Ind. 1991)). 
7 Id. (citing Foster, 567 N.E.2d at 867). 
8 Id. (quoting Foster, 567 N.E.2d at 865). 
9 See 36 AM. JUR. 2D Fraternal Orders and Benefit Societies § 137 (2006). 
10 Id. 
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 In addition, the reduced level of mens rea of knowledge expressed in the legal authority11 

will permit an injured plaintiff to assert liability against individual fraternity members, even if 

they act without the higher mens rea of purpose during the wrongful non-hazing activity that 

caused the injury. This principle was applied in Sitrin v. Meneghini.12 In that case, a non-member 

individual injured by a beer bottle thrown by a fraternity member brought suit against the entire 

fraternity.13 The Sitrin court held that “membership in an unincorporated voluntary 

association...cannot alone impose liability on all members of that association for the actions of a 

single member which occurred without their knowledge or approval.”14 Analogous to the facts 

involving PLR, the court further held in Sitrin that even if other fraternity members were present 

at the time of the plaintiff’s injury and were held liable for the plaintiff’s injuries, “their 

negligence could not be imputed to the entire fraternity.”15  

 Moreover, courts in similar cases have declined to impose liability on individual 

fraternity members if they only contributed money or dues towards the fraternity’s general 

purpose and did not directly encourage or approve the wrongful conduct.16 In this matter, there is 

no indication that the PLR fraternity members, who were present at the time of Plutarsky’s 

injurious act of climbing and jumping off the wall, had prior knowledge of, or approved, 

Plutarsky’s act. Moreover, to the extent fraternity members present at the time of Plutarsky’s 

injury only paid general dues and supported the local chapter by paying the two-dollar charge to 

ride the waterslide, they would not be held liable. Here, Plutarsky decided to climb the wall and 

jump on the waterslide because he wanted to make the trip down the waterslide more thrilling 

                                                           
11 Id. 
12 Id. at 9 (citing Sitrin v. Meneghini, 1996 Mass. App. Div. 148, 1). 
13 See id. at 9 (citing Sitrin at 1). 
14 Id. at 10 (quoting Sitrin at 2). 
15 Id. 
16 See id. (citing 36 AM. JUR. 2D Fraternal Orders and Benefit Societies §49, 137 (2004)). 
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and to impress spectators. In such circumstances, the PLR fraternity should not be held liable for 

Plutarsky’s non-hazing injury, because it and its members did not endorse or ratify Plutarsky’s 

behavior. There is therefore no compelling need to impose liability on incorporated associations, 

such as local chapters of a fraternity, because current law allows members of fraternities injured 

in non-hazing activity to recover against those directly responsible for causing or contributing to 

the member’s non-hazing injuries.17 

 The protections afforded a local fraternity chapter are further supported by the absence of 

a special relationship between the local chapter and the injured member that might create a duty 

of care on the chapter’s part with respect to the injured fraternity member.18 The Restatement 

describes two situations that are relevant to a local fraternity chapter’s non-hazing activities. 

Each such situation, however, falls short in establishing a special relationship between the local 

fraternity chapter and the injured member.19 The first instance giving rise to a special 

relationship is when a possesor of land invites members of the public onto her or his own land.20 

The second instance that establishes a special relationship is when one is required by law, or 

voluntarily takes the custody of another under circumstances that one deprives another of his or 

her normal opportunities for protection.21  

 Applying this test to the facts reveals that the first situation does not establish liability on 

the part of PLR, because there is no indication from the facts presented that the party and charity 

race were open to the public. Although the go-cart charity race was on Garfield University 

property, the waterslide, where Plutarsky suffered his injury, stood on property possessed by 

                                                           
17 See 36 AM. JUR. 2D Fraternal Orders and Benefit Societies § 137 (2006). 
18 See Marshlain, supra note 1, at 12 (citing University of Denver v. Whitlock, 744 P.2d 54, 58 (Colo. 1987)). 
19 See RESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF TORTS § 314A (AM. LAW INST. 1965). 
20 Id. at § 314A(3). 
21 Id. at § 314A(4). 
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PLR. While the facts are silent about who had received invitations to use the waterslide, it 

appears that use of the waterslide was exclusive to members of the Garfield University Greek life 

community, because the slide was on PLR’s possessed property. To the extent PLR did not offer 

the waterslide event to the public, and given that PLR’s conduct did not trigger a special 

relationship and duty of care on PLR’s part to the injured Plutarsky, PLR should not be held 

liable. The second instance similarly does not establish PLR’s liability premised on a special 

relationship. Here, PLR’s actions of providing a waterslide and the accompanying ladder were 

not custodial in nature, given the short duration of each trip down the waterslide.  

 An instructive case is Coghlan v. Alpha Phi Sorority22 in which the court identified 

several factors to determine whether an affirmative duty of care, arising from a special 

relationship, exists based on voluntary action.23 Those factors include: the foreseeability of injury 

to the plaintiff member;24 the closeness of the connection between the defendant’s conduct and 

the plaintiff’s injury;25 and the moral blame of the defendant’s conduct.26 In the case at hand, 

even though alcohol was served at PLR’s party, it was unforeseeable to this local fraternity 

chapter that a member would climb the wall and dive headfirst onto the waterslide, because there 

was no PLR competition or contest requiring such action. Although it might be argued that the 

connection between PLR’s party and the plaintiff’s waterslide injury is not remote, it was 

nevertheless an insufficiently close connection, because Plutarsky’s behavior on the wall sharply 

contrasts with other fraternity members’ presumably non-injurious use of the slide. Still, there is 

no indication that anyone else was injured using the waterslide similar to Plutarsky. Another 

                                                           
22 987 P.2d 300 (Idaho 1999). 
23 See id. (quoting Rife v. Long, 908 P.2d 143, 148 (Idaho 1995)); Issacs v. Huntington Mem’l Hosp., 695 P.2d 653 

(Cal. 1985). 
24 Id. 
25 Id. 
26 Id. 
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consideration is that there is weak moral blame for PLR’s party, to the extent a charity received 

half of the proceeds from the two dollars charged for each waterslide ride. 

 The Coghlan court affirmed the lower court’s decision that a local sorority chapter’s 

limited influence over Coghlan, an underaged and injured member, did not constitute a special 

relationship sufficient to generate an affirmative duty for Alpha Phi to aid or protect Coghlan 

from injuries resulting from Coghlan’s voluntary intoxication.27 In Coghlan, the member 

suffered non-hazing injuries after she consumed large amounts of alcohol. Afterwards, she 

received an escort from a fellow member of her sorority to a bed in her sorority house, where she 

later fell thirty feet from a fire escape and suffered permanent injuries.28 Although the Coghlan 

court held that there was no special relationship between the local sorority chapter and the 

injured member, it found that both Alpha Phi’s appointment of a so-called guardian angel to 

watch over the plaintiff before the accident, coupled with Alpha Phi’s knowledge that alcohol 

would be served to underage members, were relevant factors in assessing whether Alpha Phi had 

a special relationship and thus a duty of care to the injured Coghlan.29 Applying these principles 

to this matter compels the conclusion that PLR’s relationship with Plutarsky should be viewed in 

a light similar to how the Coghlan court viewed the Alpha Phi and Coghlan relationship. Here, 

similar to Coghlan, Plutarsky consumed several drinks, containing liquor, before putting himself 

in danger, which occurred when Plutarsky climbed the wall next to the waterslide, and dove 

headfirst onto the slide. Unlike Alpha Phi in Coghlan, PLR failed to assign a guardian angel to 

Plutarsky, or take other measures so as to exercise an affirmative act towards Plutarsky sufficient 

to create a special relationship. Since PLR’s actions fall short of constituting an affirmative act 

                                                           
27 Id. at 313. 
28 Id. at 305. 
29 Id. at 314. 
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so as to create a special relationship with Plutarsky, and PLR’s actions resemble neither the first 

situation nor the second situation under Section 314(A), and because the balance of factors does 

not indicate a special relationship, it is clear that PLR did not have a special relationship with, 

and a corresponding duty of a care to, the injured fraternity member, Plutarsky. 

 Local chapters of fraternities that do not exert control over members’ conduct occurring 

on their properties should not face liability. Such absence of responsibility is consistent with 

courts’ increased recognition of greater university student autonomy and universities’ diminished 

liability for student conduct.30 Local fraternity chapters should be afforded the same 

considerations extended to universities, because both universities and local fraternity chapters are 

supposed to encourage independence and personal responsibility among their students and 

members. Moreover, both universities and local fraternity chapters “are not expected to assume a 

role anything akin to in loco parentis or a general insurer.”31 Before the 1970s,32 universities 

stood in loco parentis33 to their students, exercising “delegated parental authority with a 

concomitant duty of broad protection.”34 Before the collapse of the in loco parentis doctrine, 

universities held parental authority, and wielded wide control over the moral and physical 

welfare of their students.35 The court in Bradshaw v. Rawlings36 effectively ended the application 

of the in loco parentis doctrine to universities, finding that college students were increasingly 

recognized as adults in community life.37 Moreover, the Bradshaw court held it was improper for 

                                                           
30 See Kerri Mumford, Comment, Who Is Responsible for Fraternity Related Injuries on American College 

Campuses?, 17 J. CONTEMP. HEALTH L. & POL’Y 737, 738 (2001).   
31 Rothman v. Gamma Alpha Chapter of Pi Kappa Alpha Fraternity, 599 So. 2d 9, 11 (Ala. 1992) (quoting Campbell 

v. Board of Trustees 495 N.E.2d 227,232 (Ind. Ct. App. 1986)).  
32 Mumford, supra note 30, at 739.   
33 In Loco Parentis, BLACK’S LAW DICTIONARY (8th ed. 2004) (“in the place of a parent”). 
34 Mumford, supra note 30, 739-40 (citing Furek v. University of Delaware, 594 A.2d 506, 516 (Del. 1991). 
35 See id. (citing Gott v. Borea Coll., 161 S.W. 204 (Ky. 1913). 
36 Id. (citing Bradshaw v. Rawlings, 612 F.2d 135 (3d Cir. 1979).  
37 Id. (quoting Bradshaw, 612 F.2d at 138). 
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universities to hold a custodial relationship. Instead, it adopted the “no duty” doctrine38, 

effectively establishing the absence of a special relationship between universities and students, 

and consequently relieving universities of a duty of care to students. Although the court in Furek 

v. University of Delaware39 did find that a special relationship existed, courts have generally 

been reluctant to follow the reasoning in Furek,40 and have held that a university’s regulation of 

Greek life does not by itself establish the university’s duty of care and corresponding legal 

liability.41 In other words, persuasive authority holds that legal liability on the university requires 

a finding that the university had acted to control the activity that caused the alleged injury.42 The 

same principle should be applied to local chapters of fraternities that do not exert control over 

members’ conduct, and they should not face liability.  

 The local fraternity chapter’s immunity is not impenetrable, because the courts have held 

that the local fraternity chapter can be liable in tort when its members act “collectively in 

prosecution of the business for which [the local fraternity chapter] is organized.”43 Accordingly, 

the fraternity can be responsible when it has encouraged or ratified its members’ actions.44 Mere 

loyalty of fraternity members is not sufficient evidence of action on behalf of the fraternity.45 

This principle was set forth in Rothman, where the court held that liability cannot be asserted 

against a local fraternity chapter for acts of certain members during situations when the members 

are not under the control of the local fraternity chapter.46 In this matter, PLR did not exercise 

                                                           
38 Id. at 741 (quoting Bradshaw at 138). 
39 Id. at 746 (citing Furek v. University of Delaware, 594 A.2d 506 (Del. 1991). 
40 See Mumford, supra note 30, at 746   
41 See id. at 749. 
42 Id. 
43 Rothman v. Gamma Alpha Chapter of Pi Kappa Alpha Fraternity, 599 So. 2d 9,10 (Ala. 1992) (quoting 7 C.J.S. 

Associations § 38 (1980)). 
44 Id.  
45 Id. at 11. 
46 Id. 



OSCAR / Morrison, Daniel (Fordham University School of Law)

Daniel T Morrison 3751

Daniel Thomas Morrison – Spring 2018 

10 
 

control over Plutarsky, and therefore should not face liability because it did not encourage or 

ratify Plutarsky’s decision to disregard the ladder alongside the waterslide, climb the wall, and 

dive headfirst onto the waterslide. Plutarsky’s decision was not in response to a challenge issued 

by PLR but rather, arose out of Plutarsky’s compulsive actions and desire for attention. Non-

hazing activities, such as those organized by PLR, demonstrate the local fraternity chapter’s lack 

of active control over the activities of its fraternity members, and support the local fraternity 

chapter’s ability to avoid liability. 

 In summary, non-hazing activities organized by local fraternity chapters fail to establish a 

special relationship and accompanying duty of care between local fraternities and their injured 

members. The lack of control characteristic of non-hazing activities further reinforces the need to 

deny assertions of liability against local fraternities. Permitting injured fraternity member 

plaintiffs to seek redress from culpable fraternity members, rather than the local fraternity 

chapter, preserves rights of injured parties to seek individual justice. At the same time, 

disproportionate punishment of an entire local fraternity association should be discouraged. 

Permitting the imposition of blanket liability against local fraternities would have a chilling 

effect against membership and association with local chapter fraternity chapters throughout the 

nation.47 State X should uphold local fraternities’ immunity against non-hazing liability because 

the current stance preserves injured members’ access to justice against individually culpable 

members, and aligns with the social policy goal of encouraging students’ development of 

responsible independence necessary for adulthood.  

                                                           
47 See Marshlain, supra note 1, at 16. 
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September 13, 2020 

 

 

The Honorable Elizabeth W. Hanes   

United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia  

701 East Broad Street  

Richmond, VA 23219  

 

Dear Judge Hanes: 

 

I am a third-year student at the University of Richmond School of Law and am writing to apply for 

a clerkship in your chambers for the 2021-2022 term.  After completing two judicial internships 

during law school I knew that I wanted to begin my legal career as a judicial clerk in order to 

become a better advocate in the future.  

 

My work experience has prepared me to be a successful candidate for this position. I will bring a 

proficiency in research, writing and advocacy skills. As a judicial intern with Federal Magistrate 

Judge Robert Jones I observed pre-trial and trial proceedings as well as multiple court-hosted 

mediations. From this, I learned advocacy and negotiation skills. I have had ample opportunity 

to hone my research and writing skills as well. During my time in Judge Jones’ chambers I drafted 

a variety of types of documents on complex legal issues. As a judicial intern with Judge Marla 

Graff Decker of the Court of Appeals of Virginia I researched and wrote a comprehensive memo 

on criminal issues related to the COVID-19 pandemic. I have also researched and edited both 

academic and popular articles as a research assistant for both Professor Noah Sachs as well as 

Professor Corinna Lain. As a member of Richmond Law Review I have also become proficient 

in editing and drafting citations. I believe that each of these skill sets would be an asset in your 

chambers.  

 

Enclosed please find my resume, law school transcript and a writing sample for your review. Also 

enclosed are letters of recommendation from Professors Noah Sachs and Corinna Lain as well as 

the Honorable Robert B. Jones Jr. of the United States District Court 